for a thanksgiving section from 1:2 through 3:13, but had to call it "highly complex," of "excessive length," with "the absence of a formal transition" between 2:16 and 17, with "some extraneous matter" in 2:14-16, which as a whole also "constituted the main body" of the letter.4 When further form-critical work established 1:10 as the end of the initial "thanksgiving" section5 and 2:17 as the beginning of the "apostolic parousia,"6 2:1-12 emerged as the initial section of the "body" of the letter, leading quite naturally to 2:17ff., and leaving 2:13-16 as an intrusion.7 This becomes a more plausible explanation than a theory which treats 2:13 as the beginning of a second letter that has been conflated by a later editor,8 especially since such a theory cannot account for the admitted "difficulties" presented by the content of 2:15-16.9 In contrast, Pearson shows how the content could well be contemporary with the perspective of several post-70 Matthean passages.10
II
The primary alternative explanation for the apparently non-Pauline nature of 1 Thess 2:13-16 is that Paul is using traditional material. R. Schippers offers arguments for treating this as "pre-synoptic" tradition.11 He argues "on formal and material grounds" that this passage is closer to typical synoptic passages and is "unusual" for Paul.12 In the process Schippers confirms many of the arguments which are given in support of the interpolation hypothesis. Schippers nonetheless claims that Paul is "creatively handling" and "has completely incorporated the pre-synoptic tradition into his letter."13 This claim cannot explain, however, the formcritical problems noted above regarding the structure of the letter. A more serious challenge as to how well Paul "completely incorporated" this material into his letter can be seen when we consider the linguistic evidence. These questions can be approached differently today than a generation ago because of the advances of contemporary linguistics and the accompanying changes in the understanding of language and grammar. The contemporary focus has shifted significantly to syntax at the sentence level, which directly affects the very definition of literary "style."17 One implication of this new focus that we would like to pursue is the possibility of discerning the "syntactical pattern" of a text or of an author's style.18 This would involve three levels of syntactical relationships: (1) the formation of noun and verb phrases, including those traditionally called "clauses," (2) the sequence of phrases in a sentence, and (3) the connection between sentences. While work is still progressing on how best to formalize and present this data, the schema adopted here (see the Appendix) will allow us to make some observations about (1) and to focus on (2) as to feature especially the sequence of embedded sentences (traditionally called "dependent clauses"). Each embedded sentence is indented under the sentence to which it has a syntactical connection, and the embedding device for each one is underlined. The conjunctions connecting matrix sentences ( = "main clauses") have been placed in the left-hand column, and some noun phrases and prepositional phrases have been reduced to NP and PP, respectively, to allow each entire sentence, matrix or embedded, to appear together on one numbered line. The only apparent exceptions to placing each embedded sentence on a separate line are parenthetical constructions (e.g., KaOws oi'aarE), and lexicalized participles (e.g., o6 rtnrroTEw = believer), since their location has to do with the syntax of the individual sentence and not with the sequence of sentences.
In our schema lines 1-22 present the opening thanksgiving section. It consists of three independent sentences connected by yap. The first one begins the thanksgiving formula proper, and it has three embedded sentences under it (lines 2-4), each one using the participial embed. The third embed has its own ort-embed, which in turn has an embed (line 6) that has an embed (line 7). Line 8 is conjoined to line 5 and again has several layers of embedding under it. Thus while the first complete sentence has nine embeds, only the last one (line 11) is embedded as deeply as the fifth level, and in fact, it is a version of the lexicalized participle believer which, as such, need not be treated as an embed, leaving only four levels of embedding. The second sentence (lines 12-15) and the third sentence (lines 16-22) are both shorter, with fewer embeds and fewer levels of embedding, and in the case of the third sentence, with embedding done in pairs.
In the choice of embedding device (COMP), this section has slightly fewer embeds that use a complementizer (+COMP), an initial word such as ort, o0 or KaOow, than it does embeds that use participle or infinitive forms (-COMP).20 Such forms could appear anywhere in the embedded sentence, but here they are always placed near the very beginning of the embed.
The The first sentence is immediately noticeable for its use of the conjunction Kat. Nowhere else in 1 Thessalonians is Kat used to connect two matrix sentences, and no other undisputed letter of Paul uses the construction Ka' btha TOVTO (though it is imitated in 2 Thess 2:11). The thanksgiving formula used here is an abbreviation of the opening one in 1:2-5, but more importantly, it is also the second of the two types that Paul developed,21 having a content brt-embed instead of participles, similar to Rom 1:8 and 1 Cor 1:4, and the type imitated in 2 Thess 1:3 and 2:13.
The second sentence is even more out of harmony with the pattern of the larger section. It has more embeds than any other sentence in the whole section, and significantly more levels of embedding (seven). While it still favors -COMP embeds, they tend to come last in the embedded sentence (lines 67-69, 72). Furthermore, lines 67-70 become a litany of conjoined embeds, whereas elsewhere we find only conjoined pairs of embeds (lines 17-18, 19-20, 91-92, 102-3, 113-14) . Line 73 is the only instance of a +COMP embed using i'va in the entire first three chapters. Other unusual features in the embeds include the separation of the nouns Kvptov and 'Ilproiov by the participle in line 67, when elsewhere in Paul they always appear together. Clearly, then, whatever else we say about lines 67-74 (vv 15-16b), they are not "completely incorporated" into the syntactical pattern of the rest of this larger section. In contrast, the syntax of these lines deviates as much from the surrounding pattern as does the content.
Since 
V
In summary: the content of 2:13-16 does not fit well into 1 Thessalonians, nor into Pauline thought in general; formally this section intrudes into the overall structure of the whole letter; and finally, the linguistic evidence suggests that it did not come from the same author as the rest of the letter, but is rather built around a conflation of Pauline expressions. Therefore, the interpolation hypothesis seems to be the best explanation for all three of these matters, especially since Birger Pearson has already offered a very plausible setting for such an interpolation. 
